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Sir: 



This paper is submitted in response to the Official Action dated May 12, 2010, extended 



from June 12, 2010, to July 12, 2009, by a one-month Petition for Extension of Time. 



The Examiner and the Applicant' s attomey conducted a telephone interview on June 7, 20 1 0. 
In view of 37 C.F.R. § 1 .133, Applicant submitted a statement of the substance of the interview on 
July 8, 2010. Applicant and Applicant's attomey thank Examiner Ortiz Criado for the telephone 
interview. The special attention the Examiner paid to the instant application is noted with 



appreciation. During the interview, pending claims and the Restriction Requirement dated May 12, 
2010, were discussed. 



On September 29, 2006, original claims 1-11 were filed in the U.S. Patent and Trademark 
Office and also a Preliminary Amendment was filed in the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office. The 
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Preliminary Amendment that was filed on September 29, 2006, was drafted to amend claims 1-11 
and add new claims 12-18. During the interview on June 7, 2010, the Examiner indicated that the 
currently pending claims appear to be the original claims 1-1 1, as filed on September 29, 2006. 
Those claims 1-11 are the original claims as filed on September 29, 2006. Durin the interview on 
June 7, 2010, the Examiner confirmed that the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office had received the 
Preliminary Amendment on September 29, 2006. The Examiner noted that the U.S. Patent and 
Trademark Office did not yet enter the Preliminary Amendment. 

During the interview on June 7, 2010, the Examiner stated that he shall now try to get the 
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office to enter the Preliminary Amendment that was filed on September 
29, 2006. 

During the telephone interview on June 7, 2010, the Examiner indicated that the Applicant 
must respond to the Restriction Requirement dated May 12, 2010. The Examiner provided these 
instructions: In the response to the Restriction Requirement, the Applicant should act as if the 
Preliminary Amendment was already entered. In other words, the Examiner noted that the Applicant 
should presume that the Examiner will be able to have the Preliminary Amendment entered. Thus, 
the Applicant should treat the Restriction Requirement as a restriction among claims 1 - 1 8 as shown 
in the Preliminary Amendment filed September 29, 2006. The Examiner stated that the Restriction 
Requirement should be treated as pertaining to claims 1 - 1 8 as shown in the Preliminarv Amendment 
filed on September 29. 2006 . Thus, the Examiner stated that the Restriction Requirement has been 
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modified by Examiner through the Interview. In view of the above, Applicant is now responding 
to the Restriction Requirement as if claims 1-18 are pending (as set forth by the Preliminary 
Amendment filed on September 29, 2006). 

The Restriction Requirement dated May 1 2, 20 1 0, describes a Group I drawn to actuator for 
a pickup related to a subject matter that comprises five or more linear elastic members. 

The Restriction Requirement dated May 12, 2010, describes a Group II drawn to actuator 
for a pickup related to a subject matter that comprises four linear elastic members. 

In the Restriction Requirement dated May 12, 2010, the Examiner indicated that claims 1, 
2, 7-9, and 1 1 correspond to Group I, and the Examiner indicated that claims 3-6 and 10 correspond 
to Group IL During the interview on June 7, 20 1 0, the Examiner stated that Applicant must identify 
which claims 1-18 fi-om the Preliminary Amendment correspond to Group I, and must also identify 
which claims 1-18 fi-om the Preliminary Amendment correspond to Group II, 

In the Official Action dated May 12, 2010, restriction is required between Group (I), Claims 
1, 2, 7-9; and Group (II), Claims 3-6 and 10. 

In accordance with the instructions provided by the Examiner during the interview on June 
7, 20 1 0, Applicant herein identifies claims 1 -4, 9, 1 0, 1 2, 1 3, 1 5, and 1 7 as corresponding to Group 
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(I). Applicant herein identifies claims 5-8, 11, 14, 16, and 18 as corresponding to Group (II). 
Applicant's identification of claims pertains to the listing of claims 1-18 as set forth in the 
Preliminary Amendment filed on September 29, 2006. 

Applicant hereby provisionally elects the subject matter of Group (I), Claims 1-4, 9, 10, 12, 
13, 15, and 17 for prosecution in this application. This election is made with traverse, it being 
understood that the Applicant's rights to the filing of a divisional application directed to the non- 
elected subject matter under 35 USC 120 and 35 USC 121 are retained. 

Applicant respectfixliy traverses this restriction requirement because the Examiner has not 
provided adequate reasons justifying the requirement. The Examiner asserts that "The groups of 
inventions ... lack the same or corresponding special features for the following reasons:" and the 
Examiner has failed to list any reasons (see the Restriction Requirement dated May 12, 2010, page 
2, lines 19-21). 

The Applicant respectfully submits that the restriction requirement is incomplete, and 
respectfully submits that the restriction requirement fails to satisfy the burden of the U.S. Patent and 
Trademark Office in issuing such a restriction requirement. No specific reasons are provided by the 
Examiner (see page 2 of Restriction Requirement, at lines 19-21). 

Applicant does not believe that examining the two allegedly separate invention groups would 
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place imdue burden on the Examiner. In this regard, it is respectfully pointed out that, while relying 
on PCT Rule 13,2, the Examiner did not provide any specific reasons as to why the groups of 
inventions lack 'the same or corresponding special technical features." If the Examiner still 
maintains the restriction requirement. Applicant respectfully requests that the specific reasons be 



In the event that this paper is not timely filed. Applicant hereby petitions for an appropriate 
extension of time. The fee for any such extension may be charged to oxir Deposit Account No. 01- 



In the event any additional fees are required in connection with this response, please charge 
our Deposit Account No. 01-2340. 

Respectfully submitted, 
KRATZ, QUINTOS & HANSON, LLP 
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2340. 




Darren Crew 
Attorney for Applicant 
Reg. No. 37,806 



DC/kn 



Atty. Docket No. 060737 
Suite 400 

1420 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
(202) 659-2930 



PATENT & TRADEMARK OFFICE 



*23850* 

23850 



Enclosure: 



Petition for Extension of Time 



